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Appendix A Public Comments Received for 2013 Pinehurst Wildfire and
High Wind Exceptional Events



Anne Drier

Air Quality Division

DEQ State Office

1410 N. Hilton

Boise, ID 83706

Subject: “Exceptional Events Demonstration Requesting Exclusion of PM 2.5 Monitor Values Impacted by
Wildfires at Pinehurst, Idaho, in 2013” - Public Comments

August 28, 2016

Ms Drier,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on IDEQ’s request for concurrence on exceptional events (EEs) that
affected the air quality in the Pinehurst area in 2013 regarding PM 2.5. This IDEQ document reflects a great deal of
research and documentation. | also appreciate that IDEQ is also requesting concurrence for the September 15-16
High Wind Dust (haboob) exceptional event days in its “Exceptional Events Demonstration Requesting Exclusion of
PM2.5 and PM10 Monitor Values at Pinehurst, Idaho, Impacted by September 15-16, 2013, High Wind Dust Event”
document. My comments are categorized as General Comments, Specific Comments and Related Comments, all of
which are for IDEQ and public consumption.

General Comments:

There is a housekeeping omission of “Appendix C” in the Report Summary on page ix; instead the reader sees “0”
with a hyperlink to the appendix.

Per IDEQ, “The Exceptional Events Rule (EER) requires that demonstrations to justify data exclusion as exceptional
events shall provide evidence that the event (a) affects air quality; (b) is not reasonably controllable or
preventable; (c) is a natural event or is an event caused by human activity that is unlikely to recur at a particular
location; (d) that there is a clear causal relationship between the identified source and measurement under
consideration; (e) that the event is associated with measured concentrations in excess of normal historical
fluctuations, including background; and (f) that there would have been no exceedance or violation of the standard
but for the event. In addition, the state must document that prompt public notification procedures and measures
to reduce public exposure were followed and that the public comment process was followed in reviewing the
demonstration. All of these criteria must be met for each EE day submitted for EPA concurrence.”

The 2012 Revised PM 2.5 NAAQS caused the towns of Pinehurst, Pine Creek, Page, Smelterville, Kellogg, Wardner,
Kingston and the eastern Shoshone County portion of Cataldo to be designated as nonattainment. The area was
misnamed the West Silver Valley Nonattainment Area (WSV NAA). The Silver Valley is a nickname and the Silver
Valley actually ends westerly at the base of the 4" of July Pass, well into Kootenai County. The actual 2011-2013
Design Value (DV) for the WSV NAA is a mystery to the public because IDEQ had failed to meet the EPA-imposed
deadlines to request their concurrence on all flagged exceptional evant (EE) days in 2011, 2012 and 2013. |
understand that the Design Value (DV) was initially 12.8 u/m3, but since then | have seen 12.28 pug/m3. Upon
concurrence with the 2013 EEs, the 14.7 pg/m3 2013 annual mean will drop. What will the final DV be and will this
new number be posted for all to see? [IDEQ has, until recently at my insistence, not only failed to publicly declare
that the Pinehurst/Pine Creek areas received an EPA Clean Data Dedtermination (CDD) for its PM 10
nonattainment in 2001, but has also failed to begin the process to redesignate the areas to attainment, some 15
years later. The agency did however, complete this process for all other PM 10 nonattainment areas in the state
within 3 years of their CDDs.]



In order to bring the WSV NAA’s 2011-2013, 2012-2014 & 2013-2015 DVs to where they would be if the EEs are
included, and to hasten the return to attainment, IDEQ is obligated to analyze and submit every flagged EE day.
Through public record requests, | have read emails concerning IDEQ’s struggle to find the necessary data for these
days, when they occurred two years prior to work-up and three years prior to their submission. Days that IDEQ
cannot locate all of the required data are left in the annual mean to provide a false high pg/m3.

Prescribed Burns are another source of smoke that may be flagged as exceptional events by the EPA; however,
they cannot be submitted unless IDEQ has an accepted Prescribed Burn Smoke Management Plan on file with
them. This plan, IDAPA 58.01.01.614.02(a) & (b) was codified on May 1, 1994. “(a) Whenever a permit or plan is
not required by the Department of Lands, U.S.D.A. Forest Service, orany other state or federal agency responsible
for land management, any person who conducts orallows prescribedburning shall meet all conditions set forth in a
Smoke Management Plan for Prescribed Burning. (5-1-94). (b). The Department will develop and put into effect a
Smoke Management Plan for Prescribed Burning consistent with the purpose of Sections 600 through 616. IDEQ
has yet begun to create this 22 year old mandate. This future project and submission is eagerly awaited, since this
type of smoke is cited as the highest emission source for Shoshone County and the second highest for the WSV
NAA.

Specific Comments:
July EEs. Although IDEQ is submitting July 1 (26.8) & July 2 (22.6), it is omitting July 3 (14.3) & July 4 (15.3). IDEQ is
obligated to submit these two days since: 1) they were higher than most of the proposed dates; and 2) it

proposes to submit July 25 (12.0), which does not qualify as an EE. Justification can be found in two locations. The
North Idaho Air Quality Summary for July 2013 states, “During the month of July smoke from wildfires in the
western U.S. were brought into the area by theprevailing winds and caused particulate levels to increase especially
during the end of the month. Large fires were reported in Washington, Oregon, northern California, Idaho,
Montana and Wyoming.” In its April 2014 Addendum for Salmon’s extra EE days, IDEQ states in part, “The 2012
wildfire season can be treated as a single event occurring of many consecutive days. Therefore, DEQ has reviewed

all the days during the 2012 wildfire season for Salmon and is including all days that meet the requirements for
exceptional events.”

Online data available for July 3, 2013: http://wildfiretoday.com/2013/07/02/smoke-map-july-3-2013/ shows the
entire western 2/3 of the nation was covered with wildfire smoke:
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For the next day, July 4, 2013, | can only locate data of fires still continuing on and it would seem that given the
extent of smoke from July 1 through July 3, the 15.3 pg/m3 would have no other cause. Refer again to the above
data for justification.



August EEs. Although IDEQ is submitting August 24 (16.4) and August 25 (12.9), it is omitting August 23 (13.0),
which obviously began the exceedance streak and is higher than one of the two days being submitted. The same
two justifications apply to these dates as the July dates. The August 2013 North Idaho Air Quality Summary states,
“During the month of August smoke from wildfires in the western U.S. were brought into the area by the prevailing
winds and caused particulate levels to increase. Large fires were reported in Washington, Oregon, northern
California, Idaho, Montana and Wyoming.”

The same website as above http://wildfiretoday.com/2013/08/23/smoke-map-2/ shows this smoke map for
August 23, 2013, clearly depicting the WSV NAA was immersed in wildfire smoke:

@ .

0 418mi

Wildfire smoke, at 5:10 p.m. MDT, August 23, 2013. The purple color represents dense smoke.

September EEs. Although IDEQ is submitting 9/14 (14.4), it is omitting 9/11 (12.2), 9/12 (15.4), 9/13 (13.2).
September 10 (11.8) obviously was leading into the exceedance streak. These days should be included for the
same reasons as in July, above.

ALL of these days (July 3, 4, August 23, September 11, 12, 13) must be submitted in order to bring the Pinehurst
area to its completely accurate 2013 annual mean, as well as the 2011-2013, 2012-2014 and 2013-2015 DVs,
especially since the area is in PM 2.5 nonattainment. If IDEQ cannot add these dates for submission, it should
explain to the reader why it cannot.

Related Comments:

In a recent meeting between IDEQ Director John Tippets, CRO Administrator Dan Redline, the Shoshone County
Commissioners and myself, Mr. Tippets was shocked to learn that the 2015 wildfire season brought 47 flagged EEs
to the WSV NAA and that these days will not be submitted to the EPA until 2018. He asked why IDEQ does not
gather all of the necessary data immediately, rather than waiting so long and losing some of it. The answer from
Mr. Redline was essentially that some information is stored immediately, but IDEQ’s personnel are stretched too
thinly to be able to fully accomplish this and their other tasks when the submission deadline is 3 years away. This
resource problem is not a valid reason to allow any statutorily-flagged EE days to be left in the annual mean,
especially in a nonattainment area.

There are allegations that Climate Change will bring about more catastrophic wildfires in the western states. The
USFS’s current policy is to let most (lightning-caused) wildfires burn without aggressive suppression, which allows
them to serve as de facto prescribed burns. The EPA is continually strengthening the NAAQS, and is likely to
reduce in the 24-hr PM 2.5 NAAQS down to at between 30- 33 pug/m3 in 2020 or 2021 (my speculation). This
reduction will likely result in nonattainment designations in about half of Idaho’s core monitoring stations. Clearly,
a policy change is needed at IDEQ, as well as EPA and the USFS. The EPA is currently developing its final revision of
the EER.



It is felt that the IDEQ has brought much of this EE Concurrence work product upon themselves. If an area meets
the NAAQS with the EEs included, no submission of EEs is required, or accepted, by the EPA. If it is over the NAAQS,
only the days necessary to bring it to the standard is required, or accepted. These areas allow IDEQ staff to spend
less time on EEs and more time on other tasks, such as the redesignation to attainment process needed for
Pinehurst’s PM 10 debacle or the two Smoke Management Plans that are 22 years late etc.

I strongly believe that the WSV PM 2.5 nonattainment designation is inappropriate and unjust, and that IDEQ
should take immediate action to request its revocation due to its own actions, rather than actual PM 2.5 violations.

Through documents published on the Federal Register beginning around 2007, IDEQ and the public, had been
aware that the strengthened PM 2.5 standard was going to be within the 11-13 ug/m3 range, making it no surprise
that 12.0 pg/m3 was selected. The Pinehurst area has histsorically hovered around this annual mean.

Monitor accuracy is very important in attainment designation decisions; 12.1 pg/m3 is considered nonattainment.
It is unclear how such an exact number can be measured, and unfortunately the EPA does not mandate the NAAQS
reporting monitors to measure this accurately. The EPA does however, consider the Federal Reference Method
monitor (FRM) to be the “gold standard” for accuracy. The EPA conducted a study in 2010 comparing all
operational TEOM FDMS (FDMS) and BAM 1020 (BAM) monitors in the U.S to their station’s collocated FRM “gold
standard” monitors from 2009-2010. There were 17 FDMS monitors, including IDEQ’s Pinehurst FDMS, and 61
BAM monitors, including IDEQ’s Pinehurst BAM. | was able to get EPA to activate the broken links to access the
data sets on this page: https://www.epa.gov/air-quality-analysis/particulate-matter-naags-review-analyses-and-

data-sets.

Both monitors failed to meet the comparability statutes. The FDMS monitor failed in: “All Data” (1.13), 2010 (1.15)
and in the 2009-2010 seasons of Spring (1.18), Autumn (1.12) and Winter (1.15). The FRM monitor read 11.7
pg/m3 for 2009-2010, while the FDMS read 13.2 pug/m3; a difference of 1.5 ug/m3, which is very important since
0.1 can make a difference. The BAM monitor failed in: “All Data” (1.13), 2010 (1.15), and in the 2009-2010 seasons
of Spring (1.18), Autumn (1.12) and Winter (1.15). The FRM monitor read 11.7 pug/m3 for 2009-2010, while the
FDMS read 13.2 pug/m3; a difference of 1.5 pg/m3. | have not analyzed the BAM data from all 61 sites yet, but |
have analyzed the data from the 17 FDMS sites. The Pinehurst/Pine Creek area was the 2" worst performing

monitor in the nation, being surpassed only by Ft. Wayne, IN.

Based on the results of this nationwide study, the EPA immediately advised the States to use the FRM monitor as
the primary if an area was in danger of being designated as nonattainment. There is no conceivable way that IDEQ
did not know any of this before or after the results were sent to the docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0492, and IDEQ
certainly knew the Pinehurst area was “in danger of nonattainment”, no matter what EPA lowered the standard to.
(IDEQ staff has said for over a year now, that Pinehurst will not make the upcoming 24-hr standard, when it is not
officially due to publish until 2020. The designated assessment time frame will likely be 2018-2020. The designated

assessment time frame for the 2012 Rule was 2011-2013.) Yet on January 1, 2011, the agency arbitrarily switched
the primary NAAQS reporting monitor in Pinehurst from the FRM to the FDMS, and notified the EPA about it
afterward, on July 1“, via the 2011 ANP. EPAis to assess and approve primary monitor changes in advance of any
changes in primary monitors.

Beyond the above study, IDEQ knew that this change in pirmary monitors should not have occurred. In its 2009
Annual Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Network Plan (ANP), IDEQ cited the FDMS with a 2006-2008 DV that was 7



pg/m3 higher than the FRM (the FDMS was responsible for the 2007-2008 data, and was used for AQl purposes
only) and stated that the BAM 1020 would be replacing it, as an AQl monitor. Pages 5 & 21. Instead, the FDMS was
not only left on site without any reason or further mention, but was later redesignated as the primary NAAQS
monitor, supposedly based on its adequate comparability in 2010. We have seen the comparability in the EPA
study: 1.15-failure. It must have seen some maintenance work done on it because it performed satisfactorily for
2011 & a couple of months in 2012. It showed a sharp decline in performance and was out of service for 114 days
from March 22-July 13 in 2012. On March 8, 2012 the FDMS value was 14.2 ug/m3 higher than the collocated FRM.
Its return in July failed to see any improvement; only a continued decline in comparability until the end of 2013.
For example, October 30, 2013 shows the FDMS value was 6.1 pug/m3 higher than the FRM. October, November &
December saw FDMS values an average of 2.9, 2.5 & 2.4 ug/m3 higher than the FRM, respectively. CFR failures.

The 2014 ANP states, “The Pinehurst BAM has shown a strong correlation against the FRM via the Class Il
FEM/FRM comparative criteria and is anticipated to become the primary monitor and replace the TEOM FDMS.
The TEOM FDMS has had numerous issues that have compromised data completeness, and it has also not
correlated as well against the FRM.” A letter in the Appendices states, “With time, repairs and instrument

downtime for the unit has increased. Not only does this add to our operating costs during a time when budgets are
tight, it leads to gaps in critical data considering the impending designation of nonattainment (annual PM2.5
NAAQS) for the airshed. Statistical comparison of the BAM/FRM relationship met the Class Ill FEM acceptance
criteria and DEQ would like now to designate the BAM 1020 FEM as the primary PM2.5 monitor at the Pinehurst
monitoring site.”

OnJanuary 1, 2014 IDEQ made another fatal error and began using the BAM 1020 as the primary monitor, and
only in Pinehurst. The agency was assessing the comparability of the BAM for two years at all other core sites.
IDEQ completely ignored the above EPA study, its own Pinehurst BAM data, and EPA’s guidance to use the FRM as
the primary monitor in areas close to nonattainment. A 2006 CARB study on the BAM 1020 stated, “When annual
averages are compared, the BAM-1020 averages 3 mg/m3 greater than the FRM. While a difference of 3 mg/m3 is
insignificant when evaluating peak hourly (or daily) PM2.5 levels, it becomes much more significant at levels near
the annual state standard of 12 mg/m3.” It failed comparability miserably, as expected, and on January 1, 2015,
IDEQ returned to the FRM as the primary monitor. From 2011-2014, the monitors were the reason for
nonattainment.

Removing all 2015 flagged EEs, not surprisingly, the WSV NAA reported an annual mean below 11.0 ug/m3 for the
year. All 2015 EEs should be submitted to help achieve a quicker return to attainment.

In a scenario where IDEQ had continued use of the daily observations from the FRM as the primary monitor in the
2011-2013, 2012-2014 & 2013-2015 DV’s, there would be need for very few EE submissions, and there would very
likely be no WSV NAA. Since the FRM was removed from daily observations, this scenario cannot be certain;
however, averaging the data that is available for these years, the area would not have gone into nonattainment.

In summary, IDEQ must submit all flagged EE days above 12.0 pg/m3 in 2013. IDEQ staff made a fatal errorin
switching from the FRM to the FDMS from 2011-2013 and again later by switching to the BAM in 2014. The area
would not be in nonattainment and IDEQ staff could then have used its resources, and the citizens’ tax dollars, on
other issues instead. IDEQ cannot keep saying, “We can’t go back and fix it now.”; it must fixed, now. This area
should not have to take the socio-economic hits that come with having the “5™ worst polluted air in the nation”,
per theEPA grant application. This is simply not true. IDEQ must implement IDAPA 58.01.01.614.02(a) & (b) as soon
as possible, since it was codified over 22 years ago.



Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the 2013 Exceptional Events in the Pinehurst area.

Respectfully submitted,
(b) (6) Pinehurst resident

cc File
IDEQ Director John Tippets
Shoshone County Board of County Commissioners
Sen. Sheryl Nuxoll
Rep. Shannon McMillan
Rep. Paul Shepherd
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ahopkins@idahoconservation.org if you have any questions regarding our comments or if
we can provide you with any additional information on this matter.
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Appendix B DEQ Response to Comments.
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DEQ RESPONSE TO COMMENTS — 2013 EXCEPTIONAL EVENTS
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) received 2 comments during the public
comment period for the 2013 wildfire events and the 2013 high wind event.

Idaho Conservation L eague Summarized Comment:

Wildfires should not be excluded as exceptional events from monitoring data to determine an
areas monitored design value.

DEQ Response:

DEQ understands the Idaho Conservation League' s concerns with excluding these days from the
monitoring data. However, the March 22, 2007 Final Rule, Treatment of Data Influenced by
Exceptional Events, allows states to exclude natural events, as exceptional events, from the
monitoring datain determining an area sdesign value. As stated in the rule,

“ Exceptional events are events for which the normal planning and regulatory process
established by the Clean Air Act (CAA) isnot appropriate. ... EPAisfinalizing the
proposal to: Implement section 319(b)(3)(B) and section 107(d)(3) authority to exclude
air quality monitoring data from regulatory determinations related to exceedances or
violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and avoid
designating an area as nonattainment, redesignating an area as nonattainment, or
reclassifying an existing nonattainment area to a higher classification if a State
adequately demonstrates that an exceptional event has caused an exceedance or violation
of a NAAQS”

By removing these exceptional events from the design value, the state can focus its energies on
reducing anthropogenic sources contributing to the increases in design values. To qualify for an
exceptional event the event must be “not reasonably controllable or preventable.” To address
days with high monitoring values related to exceptiona events, DEQ notifies the public and
other agenciesin an effort to mitigate the impacts to public health.

(b) (6) Summarized Comments:

(b) (6) had arange of topicsin her comments, many of which were outside the scope of
this comment period. As stated in the legal notice for this comment period, comments should
focus “on whether 1daho has properly demonstrated that the monitor values impacted by the
2013 wildfire season and dust event be excluded as exceptional events.” Many of (D) (6)
comments have been addressed in other comment periods and exchanges beyond this specific
comment period. This response to comments will address (B) (6) specific comments that
arerelevant to this comment period and relate to particular days she has questioned and fixing
the broken hyperlink.

13



Comment 1:

If DEQ cannot add all flagged dates for submission, it should explain to the reader why it cannot
provide information for July 3 and 4, August 23 and September 11, 12 and 13.

DEQ Response:

DEQ flags all days that have the potential of being exceptional events. DEQ then follows a
thorough process using criteriato identify days with sufficient information to substantiate that
the impact is from an exceptional event. DEQ submits days that meet the specific criteria as set
forth by the Exceptional Events Rule (EER).

First, the day must have aregulatory impact. For the Pinehurst PM, s monitor, aday with
a 24-hour concentration of 12 pg/m® or greater may have an impact on the annual
standard for which Pinehurst has recently been declared nonattainment.

Second, the EER requires that demonstrations to justify data exclusion as exceptional
events must provide evidence that the event (@) affects air quality; (b) is not reasonably
controllable or preventable; (c) isanatural event or is an event caused by human activity
that is unlikely to recur at a particular location; (d) showsaclear causal relationship
between the identified source and measurement under consideration; (€) shows the event
is associated with measured concentrations in excess of normal historical fluctuations,
including background; and (f) shows there would have been no exceedance or violation
of the standard but for the event.

DEQ examines each flagged day within the context of these elements. If aflagged day isless
than 12 pg/m?®, then the day is not submitted. If aclear causal relationship between an
identified wildfire issuing smoke, and a subsequent impact at the Pinehurst monitor, cannot
be established, then the day is not submitted.

Many data are examined to assess whether or not to submit aflagged day as an exceptional

event.

Examplesinclude:

visual inspection of MODIS satellite imagery for visible smoke

plotting HM S fire detects on a map of the region surrounding Pinehurst

identifying which HM S fire detects correspond to which wildfire by cross-referencing
with InciWeb and other fire databases

plotting the Pinehurst monitor location on a map of the region

plotting crop residue burn locations on amap of the region

plotting prescribed burns on a map of the region

overlaying HY SPLIT back trgjectories on all the combined data

and examining whether the back trgjectories bringing air parcels to the Pinehurst monitor
throughout the 24-hour period intersect any fire sources or visible smoke

14



When using the process described above, and a clear causal relationship between the wildfire
source and the impacted monitor can be established, then the day is submitted. Additional
historical PM, 5 data, meteorological data, and speciation data are also examined to provide a
weight of evidence to the demonstration. If aclear causal relationship cannot be established
using the available data, then the day is not submitted. Examples of reasons why a clear causal
relationship cannot be established include:

e other emission sources cannot be excluded from impacting the monitor
e thereisno visible smoke in the imagery
e the back trgjectories do not intersect smoke or fire detects

Each flagged day is subjected to careful analysis. Those that are supported by evidence are
included in the demonstration and submitted to EPA for concurrence.

Comment 2:

There is ahousekeeping omission of “Appendix C” in the Report Summary on page ix; instead
the reader sees “0” with ahyperlink to the appendix.

DEQ Response:

The hyperlink to Appendix C has been fixed. No other changes have been made to the
Exceptional Events documents based on comments recelved.
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Appendix C Public Notice and Publication Legal Notice and Certification
of Publication
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exclude exceptional events affecting air quality in Pinehurst

DEQ seeks comment on request to EPA
to exclude exceptional events affecting
air quality in Pinehurst

Friday, July 29, 2016

BOISE — The ldaho Department of Environmental Guality [DEQ) is seeking public
comment on a request to the U.5. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to
exclude high concentrations of fine particulate matter (PM; <) for a high wind
dust event and other impacts during the 2013 wildfire season in Pinehurst from

lculations used to assess compli with federal air quality standards. The
exclusion is necessary to ensure the most appropriate data are usad when
developing the State Impl tion Plan for the West Silver Valley
Monattainment Area. Astate impl don plan d trates how a state will
achieve, maintain, and enforce federal air quality standards.

With EPA concurrence, states are allowed to flag air quality data as exceptional
and exclude those data in determining compliance with federal air quality
standards when exceedances in pollutant levels are due to events that are not
reasonably controllable or preventable.

The documents are available for review on DEQ's website {download at right)
and upon request at the department’s state office in Boise.

Written comments will be accepted through August 29, 2016, at 5 p.m MDT.
Submit comments electronically on DEQ's website or by mail or e-mail to:

Anne Drier

Air Quality Division

DEQ State Office

1410 N. Hilton

Boise, |D 83706

E-mail: anne.drierddeq.idaho. gov

Public Comment Form

Figure 1 Screen Capture of DEQ's Website Announcing Public Comment
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DEQ seeks comment on request to EPA to

Online PRR Request Form Idaho.gov D EI

Search the site (

Find it Fast
Pick a Topic

Media Contact

State Impl Plan and
Analyst

Mike Edwards

DEQ State Office

Air Quality Division

1410 N. Hilton

Boise, ID 83706

(208) 373-0438
mike.edwards@deq.idaho.gov
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